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REMARKS 

v, « v^n carefully reviewed in light of 
This Application has been careruixy 

. , j » ol . n 9003 In order to advance 
the Office Action mailed August 13, 2003. 

prosecution of this case, Applicants amend Claims 1 46, and 
88. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 



favorable action in this ca 



se 



...^ for A - » £ter Final .. Bt 

claim lf as am ended. recites: -generating a first 

response to the reguest based on the availability of the 
wir Lss service, the first response include one or *ore 
rms for the wireless service including at least one option 
Ltween the at least two service providers,- and reoe.v.ng a 

Decwe t-v,^ opcond response 

„ ^ t-hp first response, tne secouu j- r 
second response to the rirst * ^„^*»r«! 

f ,-he> at least two service providers 
selecting at least one of the at lea 

• cprvice " Claims 46 and 88, as 

to provide the wireless service. 

i „o i.nouaae Applicants respectfully 
amended, include analogous language. PP 

submit that these amendments place the claims n bete 
condition for allowance . for the reasons presente* ^be ow, wh h 
may be generally summarized as showing that the cited 
Irences 9 do not show the presentation of an option ~ 

■j ^ -Fr>T~ a reauested wireiesfa 
at least two service providers for a req 

x were not presented earlier because, 

service. These amendments were P 

amendments submitted in response to the last 0 

» hhP previous grounds of rejection, and 
sufficed to overcome the previous g 

have only become necessary m light or 
the current amendments have oniy 

. „ i_v,<= w-inal Office Action, 
the newly cited references m the Final on 



DAL01:753434.1 




A V PATENT 

ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 062891.0478 Se rial No. 09/513,592 



18 



action 10^ Rejections 



~ r re iects Claims 1-15, 19-20, 24-25, 46, 48 

The Examiner reacts 1Q3(a) as being 

r*. ca and 69-70 under 35 u.i>.<~- 

61, 65-66, and — 3Q1 359 issU ed to Van Den 

tt c potent No. 5,3Ui,J3^ j-=»o 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent ^ 

1 »t al ("Van den Heuvel") in view U.S. 
Heuvel et al. I va , „„„,,,.. l As amended. 



Heuvel ... rGr ube»). As amended, 

5 , 59 4,947 issued to Grube et al. 

, ■ i recites -generating a first response to q 
Claims 1 recites g wirele ss service, the first 

based on the availability of the # 
response including one or more terms for the 
including at least one option between the at least 
providers,- and receiving a second response to t 
response, the second response selecting ^ ° 
le ast two service providers to provide ™ 

and Claim 46 includes analogous language. J* ^ 

4= -io t-n teach, suggest, or aisciu^ 
Gru be combination f aUs to « gpeoi£ioally , van 

and every limitation °<J^ any teaching warding 

den Heuvel and Grube fail to P wireless service or 

mul tiple providers « of claimg , an d 

services, much less tne y 

46. of unselected 

den Heuvel teaches the use or 
Va " „ Afferent communications 

• corresponding to dirterenu 

transceivers, corre^p a „, ai iable systems 

/ i i lines 1-4), in monitoring available sy 
systems (col. 3, lines . _ ■ rioe s not provide 

, . a „ 46) But such monitoring does not y 
(col . 4 . in response when an initially- 

multipie options for » van den Heu vel 

requested service is available^ emphasizi ng the 

teaches away from providing such options y P 

4= -it-Pit-^ rapid acquisition 01 » t3 
use of standards to facilitate rap parti cular 
communication system corresponding 
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. tion tvpa » similarly, Grube teaches a request for a 
communication type _ an(J an 

type o£ ^ t < ^.. Q 'f servic e (col. 3, lines 

al ternate request or „ ^ ^ 

38 _ 46) . However, it does reque sted service is 

provider options when an initial y ^ 
availab!e. Nor does U.S. Pat ^ 

4- ("Erickson' ) , clieu 

Erickson et ax . v teaching that 

Rfi 90 provide any additional teacm y 
rejecting Claims 88-90, pro levi information 

...... ^ deficiency. EricJcaon teaches retrieving 



cures the deficiency. . services if 

• i i -i 1-v of communication seivi 
about the previous ^ is ^ available , and even 

th e requested communication requested 
in that case, requires a separate ™*"" t o£ the 

„„!„ to confirm the current availabin y 
wireless service to line 12 , . Because these 

service (col. .4. Hue 62 - eo . ^ q£ 

^ lloqt -q increase tne 
additional requests £rom additional 

communication requests, *™» . first service 

<-r^ nther service proviaei& 
requests to otner , away from the 

pr ovider is available.* Thus, Ericsson teaches 

recited limitations o£ Claims 1 and 46. 

Fr om the arguments presented above, it is app 

-. • « i an d 4 6 are not taugnt oy cm* 
the recited elements of Claims i and 4 ^ ^ 

of the cited references. But even teaching of 

produced by a ^rJ^ — ^ 

the cited references, there 

^ iix be substantially 

T^^bT^ this outbound function to enable rapid 

Heuvel, col. 3, lines 40-47. 

cnhqpauent requests may d« 
«-It is possible that a large -xnber of subseque ^ ^ & d . 

requests, and also contributes to f 

the system. firicjcsuji, 
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references to perform such a cognation or modification. 
I TL cited references teaches a method of accessing a 
tode of communication guiCly, and providing an 

Ilternltive method of ^ « "^T^ 

u-Ht-v of the primary mode oj- 
th e unava.lab.lrty re£erenC es in such a way 

Modi£ yin 9 the teac rn, o £ any o^ ^ ^ ^ 

that . c r such as invoking a -hod for determining 
Z ahility of alternative services in case of unavailability 
availability counter-productive to the 

— -p fhp reauestea service, ww 

m Qf the references without advancing any other 
primary aim of * references . For at least these 

purpose presented in the re reject ed 
reasons Applicants respectfully submit that the 
reasons, references, and 

-. i ma are allowable over the citea 
claims are an reaU est reconsideration 

accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 

and allowance of these claims. 

• rfiiects Claims 88-90 under 35 
The Examiner rejects 

s 10 3,a, as being unpatentable over Van den Heuvel in vrew o 
Eri ckson . Claim 88 recites "the terms indude at least 

a , lpast two service providers of the requestea 
option between at least two r 

• o„ available," which is analogous to the 
w-i re>less services available, 

wireiesb = , hnve For reasons 

* risims 1 and 46 recited above, 
limitations of Claims 1 an Claims l 

, n those presented above with respect to Claims 
analogous to those pre rpferences . For 

A 46 Claim 88 is allowable over the cited references 
and 46, Claim oo -lo f u rpaue st 

~ reasons Applicants respectfully reques 
at least those reasons, ^yv 

reconsideration and allowance of Claims S8-- ^ 

The Examiner rejects Claims 16-17 and 
„ s C S 103 (.) as being unpatentable over van den Heuvel and 
U.S.C. & ^ UJ v issued to Jankowitz 

* tt c Patent No. 6,064,972 issuer ^ 
Grube in view of U.S. Patent directly or 

, These claims all depend, directly 

et al. ("Jankowitz ). inese . 

-, • rhat are allowable for at least the 
indirectly, from claims that are 
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reasons stated above. Applicants, before, respectful^ 
revest ana — of these c^ms ^ 

The Examiner rejects Claims 18, 21, 47, , 
under 35 O.S.C. S 103.., as bein g unpaten table over Van en 

On*.. EricJcson, and —. in v^ » S . , t 

claims all depend, directly or 

a t- i fi ast the reasons stated above, 
are allowable for at least uw 

v, «* ^ respectfully request reconsideration 
Applicants, therefore, respecttuny 

and allowance of these claims. 

„, • on fi8 and 92 under 35 

The Examiner rejects Claims 22-23, 68 

~ over Van den Heuvel, 
USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

^ an, Kric*son in view of U.S. P-nt «°- S,4 2 4. 
Lued to G e IS ^ rg et .1. • These cla- a 1 

Ipend, directly or indirectly, ■ from claims that are a low be 
£ or at least the reasons state, above. Applicants, there ore 
respectfully revest reconsideration and allowance of 
claims . 
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Conclusions 

*n parnest attempt to place this 
Applicants have made an earnest v 

* allowance For the foregoing reasons, 
case in condition for allowance. to 

„« clearly apparent, Applicants 
an d for other reasons clearly vv 

«,- full allowance of all pending Claims. If 
respectfully request full aliowa interview 

* i a telephone conference or an interview 

4-v,o Fxaminer feels that a ceie^uui 

the Examine Application in any manner, 

would advance prosecution of this App 

* .^ornev for Applicants stands ready 
the undersigned attorney ro . 

h « conference at the convenience of the Examiner. 

• ^ ^ charae any fees or credit any 
is hereby authorized to charge any 

is nereuy 02-03 84 of Baker Botts 

4-„ npnosit Account No. uj>o-± 

overpayments to Deposit «. 

L ' Respectfully submitted, 

BAKER BOTTS L.L.P. 
Attorneys for Applicants 



■adleT P. Williams 
Reg . Mo . 40 , 227 
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